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to be Pernambuco, Brazil, but it is well known that this does not have the same 
meaning as in the second half of the 18th century since it then referred to a much 
larger area than the Brazilian state known today (that is, it included at least the states 
Paraiba, Pernambuco, Alagoas and Sergipe). It is very uncertain that the domestic 
form comes from this region and I do not know of any Indian tribe there that had or 
has domesticated guinea pigs. At the moment I am not sure that we have the 
necessary information to resolve the problem of the origin of the domestic guinea pig. 
On the other hand, I think that the usage of the names C. aperea and C. porcellus for 
the wild and domestic forms of the guinea pig, as proposed in the application, is the 
best solution in our present understanding. 


Comment on the proposed conservation of LORISIDAE Gray, 1821 and GALAGIDAE 
Gray, 1825 (Mammalia, Primates) as the correct original spellings 
(Case 3004; see BZN 55: 165-168) 


D.W. Yalden 


School of Biological Sciences, University of Manchester, 3.239 Stopford Building, 
Oxford Road, Manchester M13 9PT, U.K. 


I write as Managing Editor of Mammal Review. 

I should like to express my support for this application. Although the correct 
derivation according to the Code of the family-group names LORISIDAE Gray, 1821 
and GALAGIDAE Gray, 1825 (para. 3 of the application) has not been followed, the 
names as presented are indeed very familiar and well used throughout the zoological 
world. I note that deviations from grammatical correctness are frequently used to 
derive variant family names that would otherwise be homonyms. Reverting to the 
‘grammatically correct’ names here would serve no useful purpose. 


